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Abstract
The paper discusses the variability of indices of innovation and competitiveness of the European Union states that acceded to the 
EU on May 1, 2004 and January 1, 2007. Its purpose is to examine the changes in the level of innovativeness and 
competitiveness of the ‘new’ members and to compare them with the EU between 2006 and 2013. During the research, several 
methods were applied: a study of literature, an analysis of indices to measure innovation and competitiveness, a comparative 
analysis. The socio-economic situation of these states and the level of development at the time of acceding to the European Union 
were different. They felt the effects of the recent global crisis in different ways. Taking into account these factors, the authoress 
decided to analyse these indices between 2006 and 2013. The adopted scope of analysis will enable us to examine the influence
of the variable economic situation on the level of innovativeness and competitiveness of the states surveyed.
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Introduction
For over thirty years, the knowledge, technological progress and innovativeness have been considered crucial 
factors for sustainable economic development. These resources make it possible to achieve long-term competitive 
advantage both at micro, mezo and macro-economic scales, as well as in the global level (Romer, 1986; Lucas, 
1988; Romer, 1994; Mankiw et al., 1992; Johnes, 1995; Eicher & Turnowsky, 1999). The economies, which are 
characterized by high innovativeness (with the use of a cooperation between science and the economy in innovation 
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processes) achieve economic success at each of these levels, and are assessed as very competitive (Larédo & 
Mustar, 2001; Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 2001; D'Este et al., 2005; Anderson et al., 2007). The use of the knowledge 
and innovativeness sets out the pace and quality of economic growth and employment together with the prospects 
for the economy. The states that have mastered and improved the skills in this area, succeeded in the creation of very 
innovative and competitive economies (Metcalfe & Ramlogan 2008). They are often referred to as knowledge-based 
economies. Other grow more slowly, still stuck in a trap of medium or low income, or threatened with stagnation.
This can be seen also in the case of states which make up the European Union. EU annual reports devoted to 
innovation (eg. The Innovation Union Scoreboard 2014, 2014) show considerable variation in this area of the 
individual Member States and the occurrence of four groups of states: innovation leaders, innovation followers,
moderate innovators and modest innovators. Among the innovation leaders are the EU highly developed states 
(Sweden, Denmark, Germany and Finland). In the other groups, you can find both so-called ‘old’ and ‘new’ EU 
Member States with different levels of development. The extension of the Community between 2004 and 2007 by 
12 consecutive ‘new’ members resulted in the inclusion in its structure of very varied states - 10 of them are post-
socialist states, and 2 – capitalist ones. Their socio-economic situation and the level of economic development and 
innovation differed at the time of integration. They felt also the effects of the recent global crisis in a varied way. 
The years of belonging to the EU facilitated some ‘new’ states the improvement in innovation and competitiveness 
even in the economic situation fluctuating. Other, despite more than ten years of membership, remain at the end  in 
the EU innovation rankings.
The aim of the study is to examine changes in the level of innovation and competitiveness of ‘new’ Community 
members (Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia, Malta, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, 
Slovenia, Hungary) and to compare in this respect their position at the background of the European Union. The 
research covers the period from 2006 to 2013. The scope of  analysis adopted allows to investigate the impact of 
fluctuating economic position in the conditions of a global crisis on the level of innovation and competitiveness of 
the surveyed states. During the research of the problem, the following methods were used: a study of literature, an 
analysis of  indices to measure innovation and competitiveness, a comparative analysis. To draw up the article, the 
literature on the subject, the innovation rankings of the European Union states and the rankings of economies’ 
competitiveness were used.
The article allows to widen the knowledge on the innovation and competitiveness of Community members in the 
conditions of fluctuating economy (impact of the global crisis on these areas). It also helps to identify the distance 
that separates those states in those territories from other members of the European Union. The previous comparative 
research on innovation and / or competitiveness of the ‘new’ Member States was undertaken in relation to socialist 
states, without Malta and Cyprus being taken into consideration (Sanfey & Zeh àąFNDàąFND, 2014; 
Rodionova, 2013; Weresa eds. 2014; Zhuplev & Liuhto eds., 2014; Havlik, 2015).
1. The process of integrating ‘new’ EU states between 2004 and 2007
In May 2004, another stage of EU enlargement by new members was started. The integration then included post-
socialist states that went through political transformation towards a market economy and  two states which had 
always been capitalist ones. The first group were: The Czech Republic, Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia, Poland, Slovakia, 
Slovenia and Hungary. While the second group was formed by Cyprus and Malta. The two other post-socialist 
states, which had also undertaken steps associated with joining the EU structures, i.e. Bulgaria and Romania, had to 
continue the action to make more efficient their judicial and administrative systems and to strengthen their economic 
reforms. Their degree of readiness for the integration was the least advanced and they were to become the members 
of the Community from 1 January 2007. Not only the history and experience of the membership in the Eastern bloc 
did differentiate the individual ‘new’ Member States. There were also other differing characteristics like, among 
other things: the state’s size, structure and socio-economic situation, the level of GDP per 1 resident and the distance 
in this area compared to the EU average, the situation on the labour market (the unemployment rate), 
competitiveness or political situation (BDELĔVND3RODQGLQWKH(XURSHDQ8QLRQ7KHHQODUJHPHQWRI
the Union was considered the historic opportunity to make do with the post-war division of Europe, to restore 
stability to the continent and to strengthen the largest single market in the world (five hundred million consumers).
Joining the EU, the new Member States hoped for the rapid economic growth and catching up with the wealth 
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gap when compared to richer states. The past 10 years show that the accession to the EU has given a new
development boost to the Central and Eastern Europe states. This is confirmed by a simple analysis of macro-
economic indices – the economies of the states in this region have grown more rapidly than in the years prior to their 
accession (except Hungary – which resulted from the need to repair the current position of its public finances and 
limited its opportunities for economic growth). In 2006, the average rate of growth in new states was 6.7%, while 
the average growth rate in other EU states was 2.8% per annum (Bielska ed. 2007). This good economic position 
worsened after the global crisis of 2008 had started and only in 2014, did some signs of sustainable enlivening 
appear in Europe.
At the time of integration, Bulgaria and Romania were among the poorest states in the EU. According to 
Eurostat, the gross domestic product per capita of Romania and Bulgaria amounted correspondingly to 34% and 
33% of the average GDP of the 25 Member States (data from 2005). They also sensed the positive effect of their 
accession into the EU, which indicated the macro-economic indices, growing between the years 2004 and 2008, e.g. 
GDP growth rate higher than the average EU in 2006; in Bulgaria (5.8%) and in Romania (5.2%).
In the case of Malta, there was no such a strong impact on its development, because the economic position of this 
country was very favourable at the time of joining the Union. Malta was one of four states that had the least 
difference between its GDP per capita and the average in the European Union. In contrast, Cyprus is the only 
country that for many years had been internally divided and only part of its territory went into the structures of the 
Community.  Its economy is based largely on services - financial, maritime transport and tourism. Joining the EU 
has allowed it to increase a little its growth dynamics - between 2004 and 2008 its growth rate ranged from  4.2% to 
5.1%, while in the years between 1994 and 2013 its average was 4.2% (World Economic Outlook, 2012). However, 
since the market crash in 2009, this state has experienced severe economic problems, arising from the structure of 
the economy based on services (particularly financial ones).
The global economic crisis started in 2008 which caused the crash in Cyprus had varied effects on the socio-
economic position in individual Member States. This resulted to some extent from its different causes and from 
other vulnerability of economies to their impact. The scale of changes in such macro-economic variables as: GDP 
growth, investments, exports, imports, unemployment rate, deficit, public debt are evidence of this (Czykier-
Wierzba, 2012). The impact of the global economic crisis manifested itself also in terms of indices related to the 
innovativeness of the EU states.
2. Analysis of innovation indices of ‘new’ EU states
In the spring of 2014, the latest, thirteenth edition of the European Commission Report appeared. It was devoted 
to the comparative assessment of the innovativeness of the Union, its Member States and selected other states - the 
Innovation Union Scoreboard 2014 (2014) (the previous one was the publication of European Innovation 
Scoreboard in 2001). The analysis of the data placed in it allows the readers not only to become familiar with the 
level of innovation of individual members of the community, but also to learn about the strengths and weaknesses of 
innovation in each state. For the purpose of drawing up this and earlier reports on the status of innovation in the EU 
states a particular method is used (Hollanders & Tarantola, 2011, the Innovation Union Scoreboard 2014, 2014). 
The innovation is measured by a composite index, the so-called Summary Innovation Index (SII). It sums up the 
results of several different partial indices in three areas (the driving force of innovation, the activities of enterprises 
and the results of innovative activities). Individual areas (components) are ascribed certain categories of indices in 8 
dimensions of innovation, which in total led to the creation of a set of 25 indices, describing in detail the 
innovativeness of each state. Given the SII index for 2006-2013 one can compare the level of innovation of ‘new’
EU states to the average for the entire group (Table 1).
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Table 1. Summary Innovation Index (SII) in EU and its new Member States between 2006 and 2013
States and their symbols 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Growth 
rate (%)
EU 28 0.493 0.506 0.504 0.516 0.531 0.532 0.545 0.554 1.66
Bulgaria (in UE from 2007) BG 0.158 0.168 0.189 0.198 0.232 0.234 0.191 0.188 2.49
Cyprus CY 0.414 0.411 0.485 0.461 0.480 0.499 0.498 0.501 2.74
Czech Republic CZ 0.374 0.390 0.369 0.374 0.411 0.416 0.405 0.422 1.72
Estonia EE 0.388 0.382 0.411 0.452 0.453 0.474 0.488 0.502 3.74
Lithuania LT 0.241 0.254 0.233 0.239 0.240 0.260 0.271 0.289 2.58
Latvia LV 0.174 0.188 0.195 0.209 0.216 0.228 0.234 0.221 3.51
Malta MT 0.278 0.312 0.323 0.338 0.349 0.317 0.300 0.319 1.97
Poland PL 0.263 0.275 0.265 0.276 0.272 0.282 0.268 0.279 0.88
Romania (in UE from 2007) RO 0.208 0.219 0.242 0.257 0.240 0.258 0.229 0.237 1.90
Slovatia SK 0.296 0.302 0.304 0.312 0.299 0.304 0.350 0.328 1.49
Slovenia SI 0.427 0.431 0.458 0.474 0.481 0.508 0.495 0.513 2.66
Hungary HU 0.298 0.303 0.314 0.315 0.341 0.344 0.335 0.351 2.36
Source: authoress’ own table based on: Innovation Union Scoreboard 2014, European Commission, 2014, 
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/files/ius/ius-2014_en.pdf (access: 20.04.2015).
The data contained in Table 1 indicate that during the period under research the individual position of newly 
accepted states varied in terms of their level of innovation. None of these states did belong to leaders in innovation 
(they achieve SII results at a level much above the EU average).
In contrast, Cyprus, Estonia and Slovenia may be included in the group catching up with the leaders. The Czech 
Republic, Hungary, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, and Slovakia are considered to be moderate innovators, because they 
have the SII index below the EU average. In this group of states, there are both those which derogate more or less 
from the average EU index. The level of innovation in 2013 is shown by the positions of individual states in the 
ranking of innovation (Innovation Union Scoreboard ..., 2014).
Bulgaria, Latvia and Romania are the states with the lowest innovation performance and they are recognized as 
modest innovators. In the innovation ranking of 2014, they had correspondingly 28th, 27th and 26th places. Between 
the years 2006 and 2013 nearly all the ‘new’ Member States achieved a higher innovation index growth rate than the 
average of EU (1.66%). Only in Poland and Slovakia did the SII have a growth rate lower than the EU average, 
while Poland proved to be in the worst situation in this respect (25th place in the ranking) because its growth rate of 
SII between 2006 and 2013 was 0.88%. Even before the integration, as well as for the first 10 years of its EU 
membership, this country always had very low indices of innovation, which meant that Poland was mostly at the end 
of the final rankings in innovation. It generally ranked in the group of modest innovators (formerly catching-up), 
and is now ranked at the end of the group of moderate innovators.
The information contained in Table 1 also indicates a slight impact of the changing economic (crisis) on the level
of innovation index. In 2008, a noticeable decrease in this ratio could be noticed and then again it began to grow. It 
happened in such states as the Czech Republic, Lithuania and Poland. At this time in other new Member States, the 
index showed an upward trend, which may be surprising in the situation of a significant economic downturn due to 
the crisis in  such states as Cyprus, Slovenia, the Baltic States (Latvia, Estonia, Lithuania), and Romania. At that 
time, Poland was the only EU 27 state which did not record a drop in GDP, but an economic growth instead. The 
index changed again under the influence of the second wave of crisis in 2012 in such states as Bulgaria and Latvia. 
However, it confirms the thesis that the impact of the economic crisis turned out to be smaller and less severe than 
initially assumed. It also indicates the existence in the surveyed states of such basic for innovation, which are 
independent of the changing economic realities.
In order  to understand why some states (incorporated into the EU between 2004 and 2007) reach a relatively 
high level of innovation, and other are at the end of the ranking for years, it was decided to analyze the indices 
related to the components of innovation. This allowed to become familiar with the strengths and weaknesses of 
innovation in the states surveyed. In consequence of the limited scope of the paper only synthetic conclusions from 
this analysis will be presented.
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3. Causes and effects of diversity of the ‘new’ states position in the innovation rankings
Experts from the European Commission who prepare reports on the innovation of the Member States indicate 
that very good results of innovation are the consequence of four important factors: efficient, open and effective 
research systems, well-developed university education, strongly developed innovative entrepreneurship and a well-
developed, multilateral and strong links between the sector of science and the economy. Achievements of the states 
belonging to the group of innovation leaders and their followers are the evidence. These areas are their strengths that 
influence the achievement of high rates of partial innovation, relating to its components (the driving force of 
innovation, business operations and results of innovative activities). An analysis of the sub-indices for 2013 shows 
significant differences in this respect of the ‘new’ Member States (Table 2).
The data contained in Table 2 indicate that all ‘new’ EU states that are at the end of the innovation ranking have 
the same weakness sides to innovation. In three dimensions of innovation (driving forces, entrepreneurs activity and 
results of innovative activity), they achieve lower or significantly lower performance compared to the EU average 
and the sub-indices of new members of the Community, which rank  in the group of followers of the leaders 
(Cyprus, Estonia and Slovenia) or some moderate innovators (eg. the Czech Republic). The weakness of research 
systems, too little developed range of relations between science and the economy, too little funding and supporting 
of innovative activities are the cause of low indices of the achieved innovation performance of the economy. This is 
a limiting factor for economic growth and development of the state in the short and long term, it limits the 
possibility of increasing jobs, exports of knowledge-intensive products and services. In the final consequence, it 
affects the lower competitiveness of a given state.
Table 2. Sub-indices of innovation in EU and its new Member States in 2013
State name
(symbol)
Innovation driving forces Entrepreneurs activity Result of innovative activity
Human 
resources
Research 
systems
Funding and 
support
Firms 
investments
Relations and 
entrepreneur-
ship
Intellectual 
assets
Innovators Economic 
effects
UE 28 0.583 0.539 0.558 0.417 0.550 0.564 0.549 0.595
BG 0.440 0.133 0.057 0.133 0.121 0.255 0.047 0.216
CY 0.618 0.353 0.216 0.477 0.733 0.481 0.370 0.542
CZ 0.571 0.253 0.400 0.389 0.450 0.306 0.491 0.490
EE 0.577 0.364 0.794 0.545 0.610 0.536 0.494 0.378
LT 0.686 0.175 0.546 0.398 0.254 0.176 0.189 0.193
LV 0.554 0.089 0.392 0.105 0.134 0.225 0.116 0.225
MT 0.261 0.175 0.206 0.360 0.248 0.413 0.347 0.397
PL 0.567 0.128 0.418 0.343 0.126 0.274 0.127 0.305
RO 0.460 0.115 0.187 0.128 0.117 0.100 0.214 0.434
SK 0.614 0.158 0.361 0.232 0.325 0.148 0.301 0.454
SI 0.700 0.395 0.515 0.599 0.659 0.482 0.415 0.462
HU 0.466 0.201 0.341 0.268 0.248 0.260 0.316 0.567
Source: Authoress’ own table based on: Innovation Union Scoreboard 2014, European Commission, 2014, 
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/files/ius/ius-2014_en.pdf (access: 20.04.2015).
This is also confirmed by the data on the competitiveness of the ‘new’ EU states coming from the world rankings 
of the competitiveness of economies in which one of the evaluated dimensions of competitiveness is innovation. 
These include the papers drawn up by the EU: Member States' Competitiveness Report 2014 (2014) or the paper of 
the World Economic Forum entitled Global Competitiveness Report 2014-2015 (Schwab, 2014).
Conclusions
The comparative analysis of innovation indices of the ‘new’ Member States showed significant differences in 
their innovation. States admitted to the EU between 2004 and 2007 belong to three different groups of states –
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innovation followers, moderate innovators and modest innovators. The innovation position of these states in 
innovation rankings between 2006-2013 remained stable, despite of the very small impact of changing economic 
position (global crisis) on the economies of these states. This indicates that there is a lasting basis to the 
development of innovative economies, independent of fluctuations. These include such innovative components as: 
efficient, open and efficient research systems, well-developed university education, highly developed innovative 
entrepreneurship and multilateral, strong links between the science and the economy. States that do not have such 
strengths of innovation, always achieve a lower level of innovation and, consequently, are less competitive in the 
global economy.
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